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REMARKS 

Claims 1, 4-21, 24-35, and 37-40 are all the claims pending in the application- 
Claims 2-3. 22-23 and 36 are canceled above* Claims 4, 17, and 38 stand objected to only 
as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, and would be allowable if rewritten and 
independent form to include all the limitations of the base claim and any intervening 
claims. Claims 4, 17, and 38 have been rewritten in independent form to place them in 
condition for immediate allowance. In addition, dependent claim 24 has similarly been 
rewritten and appears to be similarly allowable. Therefore, it is Applicants' position that 
claims 4, 17, 24, and 38 are in condition for immediate allowance. 

Claims 28, 29, and 31-34 stand rejected upon informalities. Claims 1, 5-8, 1 1-14, 
18-21, 25-29, 31-35, 37, 39, and 40 stand rejected on prior art grounds. In addition, the 
drawings and specification are objected to. Applicants respectfully traverse these 
objections/rejections based on the following discussion. 

L The 35 U.S.C. §112, Second Paragraph, Rejection 

Claims 28-34 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 12, second paragraph* The claims 
have been amended, above, to overcome this rejection. Specifically, the measuring 
process in claim 28 has been amended to "measuring of said flatness of said device" and 
the adjusting process in claim 29 has been amended to "adjusting of said height of said 
electrostatic pins" to provide proper antecedent basis for the terminology. It is 
Applicants' intention thai the foregoing amendment not narrow or broaden the scope of 
the claims, but instead that the amendments merely eliminate any vagueness or 
grammatical errors from the claims. In view of the foregoing, the Examiner is 
respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw this rejection. 
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IL The Prior Art Rejections 

Claims I, 8, and 10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated 
by van Oset al.nereinafter "vanOs" (5,708,556). Claims 8, 11 and 13 — 
under 35 U.S.C. §l02(b) as being anticipated by Anderson et al., hereinafter Anderson 
(2002/0141133). Clarnis2and9sta^re j ectedunder35U.S.C.§103(a)asbe 1 ng 

rejected under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being unpatentable over van Os in view of Shu*. 
Claims 7 and 13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as being unpatentable over van 
Os in view of Or et aL, hereinafter "Or" (2004/0045509). Claims 14, 16, 18, 19, 21, 23, 
25 26 28 29, 31 , 33-35. 37, 39, and 40 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over van Os in view of ShiotaandLund. Claims 15. 22, 30, and 36 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as being unpatentable over van Os in view of Shiota, 
Lund and Guyot. Claims 20 and 24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being 
unrentable over van Os in view of Shiota, Lund, and Or. Applicants respectfully 
traverse these rejections based on the following discussion. 

A. The Rejection Based on Van Os 

Applicants' respectfully submit that Van Os does not teach or suggest that the pins 
can be individuaUy controlled (claim 1) or that the pins are "electrostatic pins" (claims 1 
and 8). Thus, as discussed in detail below, it is Applicants' position mat dependent 
claims 1 and 8 (and dependent claim 10) are patentable over Van Os. 

In column 7, lines 14-27. Van Os explains that the "lifting pins 88" are earned by 
a yoke member 92 and that the movement of the lifting pins is "synchronized with the 
yoke member" indicating that all the lifting pins are moved together. 

This is different than the claimed invention in one respect because independent 
claim 1 and 8 define electrostatic pins while Van Os only discloses lifting pins. It is well- 
known to those ordinarily skilled in the art that "lifting pins" are different that 
electrostatic pins. Lifting pins are purely mechanical devices used to push or lift the 
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^cB^******^-****^ I^pinsdonoth^anelac^c 
^ Tofhecommsy.the^^^^^*^ 

5.1i»«4S-60). TWo«.VaaO S do«D« te ach«^«tto e te«» S t*c»P»» 

defined by independent claims 1 aid 8. 

Inndffinon.sdneeVanOsexpl^nMtlneniovementoflhehfbngpnBis 

..^tannizenwifctneyotomemb^ 

tog e,her(colomn7,lin« 14-27). Ton»conn^ ;W »*«d«im«linvennon, to "b« e n. 
^nsnnentn^cheni^ axeednpKdWindividmn, adjost positions of said electtostahc 
ebuck pins" (claim 1). Because Van Os connects the pins to a yoke, the pins most move 
„im the yoke and camtot have independent movement, as is allow* in the churned 
mention. Therefore, Van Os is Anther deficient in teaching ttet the pmsaie 
independently compiled and tbemfore carmot .each the invention defined by independent 

claim 1- 

In view of the foregoing, it is Applicants' position that Van Os does not teach or 
suggest adjusting mechanisms with "electrostatic chuck pins" (claim 1) or "electrostatic 
pins" (claim 8), or thatthe "height adjustment mechanisms are adapted to individually 
adjustpositions of said electrostatic chuck pins" (claim 1). Therefore, independent 
claims 1 and 8 are patentable over Van Os. Further, dependent claim 10 is simdarly 
patentable, not only because it depends from patentable independent claim 8, but also 
because of the additional features of the invention it defines. In view of the foregomg, 
the Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw mis rejection. 

B. The Rejection Based on Anderson 

Applicants' respectfully submit that Anderson does not teach or suggest that the 
pins can be individually controlled (claim 1) or that the pins are "electrostatic pins" 
(claims 1 and 8). Thus, as discussedin detail below, it is Applicants' positionthat 
independent claims 1 and 8 (and dependent claim 13) are patentable over Anderson. 
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Andersonexpiains.h.t.he "uitingpins 228" ^ecarriedbya 
y „*e tnenL 2J0. Movement of yoke 2 M move 11 the lifting H» *■ 
TWftfnre all the lifting pins are moved together. 

claim 1 and 8 define electrostatic pins while Anderson only discloses ^fl^T ^ 
welHtno™ » those ordinary *i^ in the ar, that -tiftmg pins" are drfferenHh* 
cie^cpir*. LiWngpursarepurelyn^cal devices used u>pr.h or hftj^ 
IferoBthe e^dcpotnono^ohnok. Lupine do no, have 
component »«..^. to a« 81 

The only electrostatic member disclosed in Anderson is to chuck 204 (pamgraph 28). 
Thenrfbee, Anderson does not teach or suggest the electrostatic pins defined by 

independent claims 1 and 8- 

Applicants note that while paragraph 30 of Anderson describes that the 

electrically conductive nature of tom*^~»^»°*»**""*^« 
the wafer, the most that this disclosure makes the pins is conductive pins. Conductive^ 
pinsarenoteomvalenttotheMectrostaticchuckpins" (claim 1) or "electrostatic pms 
(claim 8) that are defined in the claims because "electrostatic- when used in the 
terminology of anelectrostaticchuckis known by those ordinarily skilled in the art to 
define a structure which creates an electrical chargmg field that holds the wafer on the 
chuck In paragraph 30 of Anderson, the conductive nature of the pins is utilized to 
discharge any 

does not make the lifting pins equivalent to me claimed "electrostatic^ chuck pins which 
hold or grip the wafer using an eledostttic field. Therefore, it is Applicants' position 
that Anderson does not disclose the claimed "electrostatic" chuck pins as defined by 

independent claims 1 and 8. 

In addition, sine* all the lifting pins 228 are supported by the lifting yoke 230, all 
the lifting pins must move together. To the contrary, with the claimed invention, the 
"height adjustment mechanisms are adaptedto individually adjust positions of said 
electrostatic chuck pins" (claim 1). Because Anderson connects the pins to a yoke, the 
pins must move with the yoke and cannot have independent movement, as is allowed m 
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a. independently contxoUed and ^ cannot teach the invention defined by 

suggestadjustingmech^ 
^(claimSXorthatme^^ 

^pod«l»«f^-«— "p^(d--l). Th^fote^pendent 
clLTandSarepatentableoverAndexson. Further, dependent claun 13.^ 
patentable, not only because h depends from pa^ 

because of the additional feature, of the invention it define, In view of me foregomg, 
the Examiner is resp ectfuHy requested to reconsider a^ 

C. The Rejection Based on Van Os and Guyot 

Dependent claim 9, as well as independent claims 1 and 8, are not taught or 
suggested by this proposed combination of reference, Applicants' respectfully subm* 
that the proposed combination of Van Os and Guyot does not teach or suggest that the 
pins can be individually controlled (claim 1) or that the pins are "electrostat* pms" 
(claims 1 and 8). Thus, as discussed in detail below, it is Applicants' positmnthat 
independent claims 1 and* (and dependent claim 9> are patentable over the proposed 

combination of Van Os and Guyot 

In column 7, lines 14-27, Van Os explains mat the "lifting pins 88" are earned by 
• a yoke member 92 and that the movement of the lifting pins is "synchronized With the 
yoke member" indicating that all the lifting pins are moved together. In column 3, lines 
43-59 Guyot explains that while independent cable and sleeve assemblies are utilized, 
such assemblies are utilized "to lift the pins 140 simultaneously"(column 3, line 55). 
Thus while Guyot substitutes independent cable and sleeve assemblies for a common 
yoke member, such assemblies are not independently controlled, but instead are 
structured to operate synchronously to move the pins simultaneously. 

This is different than the claimed invention in one respect because independent 
claims 1 and 8 define "electrostatic" pins while the proposed combination of Van Os and. 
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ebcttxto assembly^ (column Mmes 48-601 and »«• ^ ^ 

r^^r^os^ pn»defined 
combination of Van O. and Ouyot does not teach or suggest 

e^p^ fo ftrtness rf Van Os and Guyo, connec* the 

pins" (claim 1). Because me proposed oomwna 

pins wajv „ WYlrtt have independent movement, as is 

^Hes, tie pins must move together aod 7>^"*J of Vm ^ md 
aUo-ed in fte claimed invention. Tteefcm.thopropo.edcombmaoono 

th-m.pm.amims^c^'* 

•Wore cannot teach me invention defined by independent clean 1. 

themfbm cannot «*c lt is Applicants' position that the proposed comtananon 

mechanisms are ad^d to individually adjust posmon* of ^*~* - P 
Wore, independent claims land 8 are patentable over me proposed 

additional features of the invention it defines, in view 
respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw this rejection. 
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D. The Rejection Based on Van Os and Shiota 

Dependent claims 5, 6, 1 1 , and 12, as well as independent claims 1 and 8, are not 
taught or suggested by this proposed combination of references- Applicants 1 respectfully 
submit that the proposed combination of Van Os and Shiota does not teach or suggest 
that the pins can be individually controlled (claim 1) or that the pins are "electrostatic 
pins" (claims 1 and 8). Thus, as discussed in detail below, it is Applicants' position that 
independent claims 1 and 8 (and dependent claims 5, 6, 1 1, and 12) are patentable over 
the proposed combination of Van Os and Shiota. 

In column 7, lines 14-27, Van Os explains that the "lifting pins 88" are carried by 
a yoke member 92 and that the movement of the lifting pins is "synchronized with the 
yoke member" indicating that all the lifting pins are moved together. In column 3, lines 
56-58, Shiota explains that the "lifting pins 5" are supported by a lifting stand 51 which 
moves all of the lifting pins 5 simultaneously. Therefore, in Shiota the lifting pins 5 are 
structured to operate synchronously to move the pins simultaneously. 

This is different than the claimed invention in one respect because independent 
claims 1 and 8 define "electrostatic" pins while the proposed combination of Van Os and 
Shiota only discloses lifting pins. It is well-known to those ordinarily skilled in the art 
that "lifting pins" are different that electrostatic pins. Lifting pins are purely mechanical 
devices used to push or lift the wafer off the electrostatic portion of the chuck. Lifting 
pins do not have an electrostatic component. To the contrary, the structure defined by the 
claims utilizes adjusting mechanisms with "electrostatic chuck pins" (claim 1) or 
"electrostatic pins" (claim 8), The only electrostatic member disclosed in Van Os is the 
electrode assembly 20 (column 5, lines 48-60) and in Shiota a conventional electrostatic 
chuck 3 is mentioned in column 3, line 28. Therefore, the proposed combination of Van 
Os and Shiota does not teach or suggest the electrostatic pins defined by independent 
claims 1 and 8. 

In addition, since both Van Os and Shiota explain that the movement of the lifting 
pins is "synchronized with the yoke member," (Van Os) and that the lifting stand 51 
supports the lifting pins 5 (Shiota) this indicates that all the lifting pins are moved 
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-r rmMrv with the claimed invention, the "height adjustment 
together. To me contrary, wnn me ™» .wmvstatic chuck pins to 

mechanisms are adapted to individually adjnstpositK.es of satd electroshmc chuc p 
^rr^deforminesmadevieeUtngheldoyaamdecnos,^^ 

°T^»re^he proposed eomhinadonofV^Os^dSMo^eonneeUme 

ptastoayokeorhftmgstano,mepm Tl, m fo re the moposed combination 

m „vem«n^ is dlo«ed in the claimed mventton. Then**, the prop 
of VanOsand Sbiotais further deficiem in teaching that me pins are mdepend^^t 
conned and Ihercmte cannot teach me undefined by ^^^^ 
to viewof me foregoing, itis Applicant position that the proposed «mhm*Km 
of Van^^SMomdoesno,^ch OT ^e«adj^n^h^sms^~c 

^pins^c^Oor-e^cpina-Ccialmg^^*. 

.nechamsms am ad^ ,o individual adjust positiona of satd eiec^ chuck pms 

(claiml). Therefore, independent daims 1 «l 8 .epatenlableover^P^ 

^ of Van OS and Shiola. Fmther, dependent claims ^"•"^^ , 

similarly Petentahie, no, omy because meydep^^mp^Memd^o^l 

^S.blt.dsob^ofm.^di^f^of.hemv^onmotd^-vof 

^oing.meEx.mmlerlsreape^ 
rejection.. 

E. The Rejection Based on Van Os and Or 

D^aemclain^andaas^lasind^ 
o.auggestedbymi.prop.edeombin.donofraferences. 

^ individually coupled (claim 1) or ma, me pins axe «*- ' 

^g) Ttaa.asmscuasedtodemUbelow.nisAppHcan^poStioomatmdepe^ 

data* 1 and 8 (and dependent claims 7 and 13) are patentee over the proposed 

combination of Van Os and Or. . 

b cohmm 7, lines 1«7, Van Os explains mat me "lifting pins 88" are earned b, 
ayo kemembe,92andma,memovememofmeU^pinsis-^^ 
yolreB£m ber"indicuu,*,ha,eu,hel^ !n paragraph 14, Or 
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explains that the n lift pins 120" are supported by a lift plate 124 which moves all of the 
lift pins 120 simultaneously. Therefore, in Or the lift pins 120 are structured to operate 
synchronously to move the pins simultaneously. 

This is different than the claimed invention in one respect because independent 
claims 1 and 8 define "electrostatic" pins while the proposed combination of Van Os and 
Or only discloses lifting pins. It is well-known to those ordinarily skilled in the art that 
"lifting pins 11 are different that electrostatic pins. Lifting pins are purely mechanical 
devices used to push or lift the wafer off the electrostatic portion of the chuck. Lifting 
pins do not have an electrostatic component To the contrary, the structure defined by the 
claims utilizes adjusting mechanisms with Electrostatic chuck pins" (claim 1) or 
"electrostatic pins" (claim 8). The only electrostatic member disclosed in Van Os is the 
electrode assembly 20 (column 5, lines 48-60) and in Or a conventional electrostatic 
chuck 1 10 is mentioned in paragraph 13. Therefore, the proposed combination of Van Os 
and Or does not teach or suggest the electrostatic pins defined by independent claims 1 
and 8. 

In addition, since both Van Os and Or explain that the movement of the lifting 
pins is "synchronized with the yoke member," (Van Os) and that the lift plate 124 
supports the lift pins 120 (Or) this indicates that all the lifting pins are moved together. 
To the contrary, with the claimed invention, the "height adjustment mechanisms are 
adapted to individually adjust positions of said electrostatic chuck pins to compensate for 
flatness deformities in a device being held by said electrostatic chuck pins" (claim 1). 
Because the proposed combination of Van Os and Or connects the pins to a yoke or lift 
plate, the pins must move together and cannot have independent movement, as is allowed 
in the claimed invention. Therefore, the proposed combination of Van Os and Or is 
further deficient in teaching that the pins are independently controlled and therefore 
cannot teach the invention defined by independent claim 1 . 

In view of the foregoing, it is Applicants' position that the proposed combination 
of Van Os and Or does not teach or suggest adjusting mechanisms with "electrostatic 
chuck pins" (claim 1) or "electrostatic pins" (claim 8), or that the "height adjustment 
mechanisms are adapted to individually adjust positions of said electrostatic chuck pins" 
(claim 1). Therefore, independent claims 1 and 8 are patentable over the proposed 
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combination of Van Os and Or. Further, dependent claims 7 and 13 are similarly 
patentable, not only because they depend from patentable independent claims 1 and 8, but 
also because of the additional features of the invention they define. In view of the 
foregoing, the Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw this 
rejection. 

F» The Rejection Based on Van Os, Shiota and Lund 

Independent claims 14, 2 1 , 28, and 35 as well as dependent claims 16, 18, 19, 21, 
25, 26, 28, 29, 31, 33-35, 37, 39, and 40, are not taught or suggested by this proposed 
combination of references. Applicants' respectfully submit that the proposed 
combination of Van Os, Shiota, and Lund does not teach or suggest that the pins can be 
individually controlled (claims 2 J and 35) or that the pins are "electrostatic pins" (claims 
14, 21, 28, and 35). Thus, as discussed in detail below, it is Applicants 1 position that 
independent claims 14, 21, 28, and 35 (and dependent claims 16, 18, 19, 21, 25, 26, 28, 
29, 31, 33-35, 37, 39, and 40) are patentable over the proposed combination of Van Os, 
Shiota, and Lund. 

In column 7, lines 14-27, Van Os explains that the "lifting pins 88" are carried by 
a yoke member 92 and that the movement of the lifting pins is "synchronized with the 
yoke member" indicating that all the lifting pins are moved together. In column 3, lines 
56-58, Shiota explains that the "lifting pins 5" are supported by a lifting stand 5 1 which 
moves all of the lifting pins 5 simultaneously. Therefore, in Shiota the lifting pins 5 are 
structured to operate synchronously to move the pins simultaneously. While Lund 
discloses a vacuum chuck 122 (column 5, line 13) Lund does not disclose any form of 
structure which would lift the vacuum chuck and is only referenced in the Office Action 
for the purposes of showing that a computer can monitor measurement tools. 

This is different than the claimed invention in one respect because independent 
claims 14, 21, 28, and 35 define "electrostatic" pins while the proposed combination of 
Van Os and Shiota, only discloses lifting pins, and Lund only discloses a vacuum chuck 
122. It is well-known to those ordinarily skilled in the art that "lifting pins" are different 
that electrostatic pins. Lifting pins are purely mechanical devices used to push or lift the 
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wafer off the electrostatic portion of the chuck. Lifting pins do not have an electrostatic 
component To the contrary, the structure defined by the claims utilizes adjusting 
mechanisms with "electrostatic chuck pins" (claim 21 and 35) or "electrostatic pins" 
(claims 14 and 28)* The only electrostatic member disclosed in Van Os is the electrode 
assembly 20 (column 5, lines 48-60) and in Shiota a conventional electrostatic chuck 3 is 
mentioned in column 3, line 28. Lund only discloses a vacuum chuck 122, Therefore, the 
proposed combination of Van Os, Shiota, and Lund does not teach or suggest the 
electrostatic pins defined by independent claims 14, 2 1 , 28, and 35. 

In addition, since both Van Os, Shiota explain that the movement of the lifting 
pins is "synchronized with the yoke member," (Van Os) and thai the lifting stand 51 
supports the lifting pins 5 (Shiota) this indicates that all the lifting pins are moved 
together. Further, while Lund generally discusses that a computer can monitor 
measurement tools, there is nothing within Lund to suggest that electrostatic pins could 
be adjusted to control the flatness of a device being held by the electrostatic pins. 

Lund discloses a system for chemically and mechanically polishing a 
semiconductor wafer that determines the thickness of the wafer surface film during the 
polishing process with a real time measurement device, or by deterrmniug a work- 
performed factor and calculating an estimated film thickness from the work-performed 
factor, and does not disclose measuring the "flatness" of the device (Lund, Abstract). 
Nowhere does Lund suggest that features of the vacuum chuck 122 should be adjusted to 
control the flatness of the device being polished. Instead, Lund measures only the 
thickness of the surface of the device being polished Lund does not measure flatness and 
Lund does not teach or suggest adjusting the chuck to control flatness. There is nothing 
in any of the references that would suggest using the computerized real time 
measurement in Lund as a way of adjusting features of an electrostatic chuck, much less a 
method/system that adjusts individual electrostatic pins in order to improve flatness of the 
device being held by the chuck* Instead, the most that Lund can teach is monitoring a 
surface thickness during a polishing process, which is not a claimed feature. 

To the contrary, the claimed invention can "adjust said flatness of said device by 
adjusting said height adjustment mechanisms' 1 (claim 14), "adjust said flatness of said 
device by individually adjusting said height adjustment mechanisms" (claim 21), provide 
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a process of "adjusting the height of said electrostatic pins to correct any flatness errors" 
(claim 28) and of "individually adjusting the height of height adjustment mechanisms 
connected between said electrostatic chuck pins and a plate of said electrostatic chuck to 
correct any flatness errors" (claim 35). Because the proposed combination of Van Os and 
Shiota connects the pins to a yoke or lifting stand, the pins must move together and 
cannot have independent movement, as is allowed in the claimed invention. Again, Lund 
discloses nothing about controlling electrostatic pins to control the flatness of a device. 
Therefore, the proposed combination of Van Os, Shiota, and Lund is further deficient in 
teaching that the pins are controlled to adjust flatness (claims 14, 21, 28, and 35) or that 
the pins are independently controlled (claims 21 and 35). 

In view of the foregoing, it is Applicants' position that the proposed combination 
of Van Os, Shiota, and Lund does not teach or suggest adjusting mechanisms with 
"electrostatic chuck pins" (claims 21 and 35) or "electrostatic pins" (claims 14 and 28), or 
that the invention can "adjust said flatness of said device by adjusting said height 
adjustment mechanisms" (claim 14), "adjust said flatness of said device by individually 
adjusting said height adjustment mechanisms" (claim 21), provide a process of 
"adjusting the height of said electrostatic pins to correct any flatness errors" (claim 28) 
and of "individually adjusting the height of height adjustment mechanisms connected 
between said electrostatic chuck pins and a plate of said electrostatic chuck to correct any 
flatness errors" (claim 35). Therefore, independent claims 14, 21, 28, and 35 are 
patentable over the proposed combination of Van Os, Shiota, and Lund. Further, 
dependent claims 16, 18, 19, 21, 25, 26, 28, 29, 31, 33-35, 37, 39, and 40 are similarly 
patentable, not only because they depend from patentable independent claims 14, 21 , 28, 
and 35, but also because of the additional features of the invention they define. In view 
of the foregoing, the Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw this 
rejection. 

G. The R ejection Based on Van 0$, Shiota, Lund, and Guyot 

Independent claims 14, 21, 28, and 35 as well as dependent claims 15 and 30, are 
not taught or suggested by this proposed combination of references. Applicants' 
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respectfully submit that the proposed combination of Van Os, Shiota,, Lund, and Guyot 
does not teach or suggest that the pins can be individually controlled (claims 21 and 35) 
or that the pins are "electrostatic pins" (claims 14, 21, 28, and 35). Thus, as discussed in 
detail below, it is Applicants' position that independent claims 14, 2 1 , 28, and 35 (and 
dependent claims 1 5 and 30) are patentable over the proposed combination of Van Os, 
Shiota, Lund, and Guyot. 

In column 7, lines 14-27, Van Os explains that the "hftingpins 88" are earned by 
a yoke member 92 and that the movement of the lifting pins is "synchronized with the 
yoke member" indicating that all the lifting pins are moved together. In column 3, lines 
56-58, Shiota explains that the "lifting pins 5" are supported by a lifting stand 51 which 
moves all of the lifting pins 5 simultaneously. Therefore, in Shiota the lifting pins 5 are 
structured to operate synchronously to move the pins simultaneously. Guyot explains 
that while independent cable and sleeve assemblies are utilized, such assemblies are 
utilized "to lift the pins 140 simultaneously"(column 3, line 55). Thus, while Guyot 
substitutes independent cable and sleeve assemblies for a common yoke member, such 
assemblies are not independently controlled, but instead are structured to operate 
synchronously to move the pins simultaneously. While Lund discloses a vacuum chuck 
122 (column 5, line 13) Lund does not disclose any form of structure which would lift the 
vacuum chuck and is only referenced in the Office Action for the purposes of showing 
that a computer can monitor measurement tools. 

This is different man the claimed invention in one respect because independent 
claims 14, 21, 28, and 35 define "electrostatic" pins while the proposed combination of 
Van Os, Shiota and Guyot, only discloses lifting pins, Lund only discloses a vacuum 
chuck 122. It is well-known to those ordinarily skilled in the art that "lifting pins" are 
different that electrostatic pins. Lifting pins are purely mechanical devices used to push 
or lift the wafer off the electrostatic portion of the chuck. Lifting pins do not have an 
electrostatic component. To the contrary, the structure defined by the claims utilizes 
adjusting mechanisms with "electrostatic chuck pins" (claim 21 and 35) or "electrostatic 
pins" (claims 14 and 28). The only electrostatic member disclosed in Van Os is the 
electrode assembly 20 (column 5, lines 48-60), in Shiota a conventional electrostatic 
chuck 3 is mentioned in column 3, line 28, and in Guyot a conventional electrostatic or 
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mechanical chuck is mentioned in column 3, lines 3-6. Lund only discloses a vacuum 
chuck 122. Therefore, the proposed combination of Van Os, Shiota,, Lund, and Guyot 
does not teach or suggest the electrostatic pins defined by independent claims 14, 21, 28, 
and 35. 

In addition, since both Van Os, Shiota explain that the movement of the lifting 
pins is "synchronized with the yoke member/ 1 (Van Os) and that the lifting stand 51 
supports the lifting pins 5 (Shiota) this indicates that all the lifting pins are moved 
together. In Guyot, the assemblies are utilized "to lift the pins 140 simultaneously." 
Further, while Lund generally discusses that a computer can monitor measurement tools, 
there is nothing within Lund to suggest that electrostatic pins could be adjusted to control 
the flatness of a device being held by the electrostatic pins. 

Lund discloses a system for chemically and mechanically polishing a 
semiconductor wafer that determines the thickness of the wafer surface film during the 
polishing process with a real time measurement device, or by determining a work- 
performed factor and calculating an estimated film thickness from the work-performed 
factor, and does not disclose measuring the "flatness" of the device (Lund, Abstract). 
Nowhere does Lund suggest that features of the vacuum chuck 122 should be adjusted to 
control the flatness of the device being polished- Instead, Lund measures only the 
thickness of the surface of the device being polished. Lund does not measure flatness, 
and Lund does not teach or suggest adjusting the chuck to control flatness. There is 
nothing in any of the references that would suggest using the computerized real time 
measurement in Lund as a way of adjusting features of an electrostatic chuck* much less a 
method/system that adjusts individual electrostatic pins in order to improve flatness of the 
device being held by the chuck. Instead, the most that Lund can teach is monitoring a 
surface thickness during a polishing process, which is not a claimed feature. 

To the contrary, the claimed invention can "adjust said flatness of said device by 
adjusting said height adjustment mechanisms" (claim 14), "adjust said flatness of said 
device by individually adjusting said height adjustment mechanisms" (claim 21), provide 
a process of "adjusting the height of said electrostatic pins to correct any flatness errors" 
(claim 28) and of "individually adjusting the height of height adjustment mechanisms 
connected between said electrostatic chuck pins and a plate of said electrostatic chuck to 
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correct any flatness errors" (claim 35). Because the proposed combination of Van Os, 
Shiota connects the pins to a yoke or lifting stand, the pins must move together and 
cannot have independent movement, as is allowed in the claimed invention. In Guyot, 
and the assemblies are utilized "to lift the pins 140 simultaneously." Again, Lund 
discloses nothing about controlling electrostatic pins to control the flatness of a device. 
Therefore, me proposed combination of Van Os, Shiota, Lund, and Guyot is further 
deficient in teaching that me pins are controlled to adjust flatness (claims 14, 21, 28, and 
35) or that the pins are independently controlled (claims 21 and 35). 

In view of the foregoing, it is Applicants' position that the proposed combination 
of Van Os, Shiota, Lund, and Guyot does not teach or suggest adjusting mechanisms with 
"electrostatic chuck pins" (claims 21 and 35) or "electrostatic pins" (claims 14 and 28), ot 
that the invention can "adjust said flatness of said device by adjusting said height 
adjustment mechanisms" (claim 14), "adjust said flatness of said device by individually 
adjusting said height adjustment mechanisms" (claim 21), provide a process of 
"adjusting the height of said electrostatic pins to correct any flatness errors" (claim 28) 
and of "individually adjusting the height of height adjustment mechanisms connected 
between said electrostatic chuck pins and a plate of said electrostatic chuck to correct any 
flatness errors" (claim 35). Therefore, independent claims 14, 21, 28, and 35 are 
patentable over the proposed combination of Van Os, Shiota, Lund, and Guyot Further, 
dependent claims 15 and 30 are similarly patentable, not only because they depend from 
patentable independent claims 14 and 28, but also because of the additional features of 
the invention they define. In view of the foregoing, the Examiner is respectfully 
requested to reconsider and withdraw this rejection. 

H. The R ejection Based on Van Os, Shiota, Lund, and Or 

Independent claims 14, 21, 28, and 35 as well as dependent claims 20 and 24, are 
not taught or suggested by this proposed combination of references. Applicants' 
respectfully submit that the proposed combination of Van Os, Shiota,, Lund, and Or does 
not teach or suggest that the pins can be individually controlled (claims 21 and 35) or that 
the pins are "electrostatic pins" (claims 14, 21. 28, and 35). Thus, as discussed in detail 
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below, it is Applicants 1 position that independent claims 14, 21, 28, and 35 (and 
dependent claims 20 and 24) are patentable over the proposed combination of Van Os, 

Shiota, Lund, and Or. 

In column 7, lines 14-27, Van Os explains that the "lifting pins 88" are carried by 
a yoke member 92 and that the movement of the lifting pins is "synchronized with the 
yoke member" indicating that all the lifting pins are moved together. In column 3, lines 
56-58, Shiota explains that the "lifting pins 5" are supported by a lifting stand 5 1 which 
moves all of the lifting pins 5 simultaneously. Therefore, in Shiota the lifting pins 5 are 
structured to operate synchronously to move the pins simultaneously. In paragraph 14, 
Or explains that the "lift pins 120" are supported by a lift plate 124 which moves all of 
the lift pins 120 simultaneously. Therefore, in Or the lift pins 120 are structured to 
operate synchronously to move the pins simultaneously. While Lund discloses a vacuum 
chuck 122 (column 5, line 13) Lund does not disclose any form of structure which would 
lift the vacuum chuck and is only referenced in the Office Action for the purposes of 
showing that a computer can monitor measurement tools. 

This is different than the claimed invention in one respect because independent 
claims 14, 21, 28, and 35 define "electrostatic" pins while the proposed combination of 
Van Os, Shiota, and/or only discloses lifting pins, Lund only discloses a vacuum chuck 
122. It is well-known to those ordinarily skilled in the art that "lifting pins" are different 
that electrostatic pins. Lifting pins are purely mechanical devices used to push or lift the 
wafer off the electrostatic portion of the chuck. Lifting pins do not have an electrostatic 
component. To the contrary, the structure defined by the claims utilizes adjusting 
mechanisms with "electrostatic chuck pins" (claim 21 and 35) or "electrostatic pins" 
(claims 14 and 28). The only electrostatic member disclosed in Van Os is the electrode 
assembly 20 (column 5, lines 48-60) and in Shiota a conventional electrostatic chuck 3 is 
mentioned in column 3, line 28. hi Or a conventional electrostatic chuck 1 10 is 
mentioned in paragraph 13. Lund only discloses a vacuum chuck 122. Therefore, the 
proposed combination of Van Os, Shiota, Lund, and Or does not teach or suggest the 
electrostatic pins defined by independent claims 14, 21, 28, and 35. 

In addition, since both Van Os, Shiota explain that the movement of the lifting 
pins is "synchronized with the yoke member," (Van Os) and that the lifting stand 51 
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supports the lifting pins 5 (Shiota) this indicates that all the lifting pins are moved 
together. Further, while Lund generally discusses that a computer can monitor 
measurement tools, there is nothing within Lund to suggest that electrostatic pins could 
be adjusted to control the flatness of a device being held by the electrostatic pins. 

Lund discloses a system for chemically and mechanically polishing a 
semiconductor wafer that determines the thickness of the wafer surface film during the 
polishing process with a real time measurement device, or by determining a work- 
performed factor and calculating an estimated film thickness from the work-performed 
factor, and does not disclose measuring the "flatness" of the device (Lund, Abstract). 
Nowhere does Lund suggest that features of the vacuum chuck 122 should be adjusted to 
control the flatness of the device being polished- Instead, Lund measures only the 
thickness of the surface of the device being polished. Lund does not measure flatness, 
and Lund does not teach or suggest adjusting the chuck to control flatness. There is 
nothing in any of the references that would suggest using the computerized real time 
measurement in Lund as a way of adjusting features of an electrostatic chuck, much less a 
method/system that adjusts individual electrostatic pins in order to improve flatness of the 
device being held by the chuck. Instead, the most that Lund can teach is monitoring a 
surface thickness during a polishing process, which is not a claimed feature. 

To the contrary, the claimed invention can "adjust said flatness of said device by 
adjusting said height adjustment mechanisms" (claim 14), "adjust said flatness of said 
device by individually adjusting said height adjustment mechanisms" (claim 21), provide 
a process of "adjusting the height of said electrostatic pins to correct any flatness errors" 
(claim 28) and of "individually adjusting the height of height adjustment mechanisms 
connected between said electrostatic chuck pins and a plate of said electrostatic chuck to 
correct any flatness errors" (claim 35)- Because the proposed combination of Van Os, 
Shiota connects the pins to a yoke or lifting stand, the pins must move together and 
cannot have independent movement, as is allowed in the claimed invention. Again, Lund 
discloses nothing about controlling electrostatic pins to control the flatness of a device. 
Therefore, the proposed combination of Van Os, Shiota, Lund, and Or is further deficient 
in teaching that the pins are controlled to adjust flatness (claims 14, 21 , 28 5 and 35) or 
that the pins are independently controlled (claims 21 and 35). 
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In view of the foregoing, it is Applicants' position that the proposed combination 
of Van Os, Sbiota, Lund, and Or does not teach or suggest adjusting mechanisms with 
"electrostatic chuck pins" (claims 21 and 35) or "electrostatic pins" (claims 14 and 28), or 
that the invention can "adjust said flatness of said device by adjusting said height 
adjustment mechanisms" (claim 14), "adjust said flatness of said device by individuaUy 
adjusting said height adjustment mechanisms" (claim 21), provide a process of 
"adjusting the height of said electrostatic pins to correct any flatness errors" (claim 28) 
and of "individually adjusting the height of height adjustment mechanisms connected 
between said electrostatic chuck pins and a plate of said electrostatic chuck to correct any 
flatness errors" (claim 35). Therefore, independent claims 14, 21, 28, and 35 are 
patentable over the proposed combination of Van Os, Shiota, Lund, and Or. Further, 
dependent claims 20 and 24 are similarly patentable, not only because they depend from 
patentable independent claims 14 and 21, but also because of the additional features of 
the invention they define. In view of the foregoing, the Examiner is respectfully 
requested to reconsider and withdraw mis rejection. 

m. Formal Matters and Conclusion 

With respect to the objections to the specifications and claims, the specification 
and claims have been amended, above, to overcome these objections. With respect to the 
objection to the drawings, formal replacement sheet drawings were filed by Applicant on 
May 4, 2005, and were received in the USPTO on May 9, 2005, as shown on the attached 
date-stamped Submission of Replacement Drawing Sheets form. In view of the 
foregoing, the Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw the 
objections to the specification, claims and drawings. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicants submit that claims 1, 4-21, 24-35, and 37-40, 
all the claims presently pending in the application, are patentably distinct from the prior 
art of record and are in condition for allowance. The Examiner is respectfully requested 
to pass the above application to issue at the earliest possible time. 
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Should the Examiner find the application to be other than in condition for 
allowance, the Examiner is requested to contact the undersigned at the local telephone 
number listed below to discuss any other changes deemed necessary- 
Please charge any deficiencies and credit any overpayments to Attorney's Deposit 
Account Number 09-0456. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Frederick W.Gibb,ni 
Reg. No. 37,629 



Date: Zl^2£_ 
McGinn & Gibb, PLLC 

2568-A Riva Road, Suite 304 

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

(410) 573-1545 

Customer No. 29154 
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



In re patent application of 
Kindt et al 

Serial No.: 10/605,773 C™P Art Unit 3722 

filed: October 24, 2003 Examiner Unknown 

For, ADAPTIVE ELECTROSTATIC PIN CHUCK 



Commissioner of Patents 
PO BOX 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



SUBMISSION OF REPLACEMENT DRAWING SHEETS 



Sin 



Submitted herewith are three sheets of replacement drawing sheets comprising Figures 1 -5- 
Please replace the drawing* originally filed with the accompanying fgnnal drawings. Approval 
and acknowledgment of receipt arc respectfully requested. 



Date:' 

McGiftn&Gibb.PLLC 

2568-ARiva Road, Suite 304 
Araapolis, Maryland 21401 
(410)573-1545 
Customer No. 29154 



Respectfully Submitted, 




Frederick W.Gibb, CI 
Reg. No. 37,629 
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with the United Stales Postal Service 
as first class mail, postage prepaid, in 
an envelope addressed to the 
Commissioner for Patents, PO 
BOX1450, Alexandria, VA 22313- 
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